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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
Over the last three years, the Gender and Breeding Initiative (GBI) has been developing tools (the G+ 
Customer Profile Tool and the G+ Product Profile Tool, “the G+ tools”) to help integrate gender issues 
into breeding programs to increase crop varietal adoption and bring about greater social impact. The G+ 
Customer Profile Tool helps identify and disaggregate by gender and other socio-economic variables the 
users for a specific breeding product. The G+ Product Profile Tool ensures that decisions about which 
traits to prioritize in variety design and development have considered gender differences among 
customers that affect acceptability and adoption, including the potential for harmful rather than 
beneficial outcomes.  
The CGIAR Research Program on Roots, Tubers and Bananas (RTB) and the International Potato Center 
(CIP), as leaders of GBI, have been interacting with the Excellence in Breeding Platform (EiB) to promote 
a formal integration of the G+ tools into product profile development processes. In 2019, EiB approved a 
grant to pilot G+ tools in two African-based breeding programs for beans and cassava. Later CIP, with 
the support of RTB incorporated the sweetpotato breeding program to be part of the piloting process. 
As part of the pilot project, GBI and EiB organized a four-day Planning Workshop in Nairobi, Kenya, from 
the 3rd to the 6th of March 2020. The workshop consisted of two parts. The “Knowledge Sharing 
Workshop on Gender and Product Profile Development” brought together participants from across the 
CG centers, NARS, and beyond to share experiences, findings, tools, and approaches to gender-
responsive breeding, and to identify potential for complementarity and collaboration. Participants were 
provided with information about the EiB and its framework for developing product profiles and GBI’s 
approach to gender-responsive crop breeding, including the conceptualization and operationalization of 
the G+ tools. Presentations were also made to explore linkages with the New CGIAR GENDER Platform 
and, data collection processes and experiences with cassava and sweetpotato in cooperation with 
AbacusBio, which allows for the development of relative weights and economic valuation of crop traits.  
The remaining three days were dedicated to the “Workshop on Piloting Tools for Gender Responsive 
Product Profile Development”. The workshop focused in more detail on the practical application of the 
G+ tools to three pilot crops (Beans, Cassava and Sweetpotato). This included more in-depth 
presentations on what the piloting process implies, interlinkages between the GBI and EiB, the G+ tools, 
and the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP). Additionally, a member from each breeding program 
presented finalized and on-going surveys that could provide base-line data to be used in the piloting 
project. The majority of the workshop was spent working in multidisciplinary teams according to each 
pilot case. The teams started working through the tools in a stepwise fashion, noting in particular what 
data were available and missing to complete each step, as well as commenting on the practical 
application of the tools themselves and the SOP. Finally, the participants started to develop workplans 
on how to pilot the G+ tools for the remainder of the project in order to understand and refine the tools 
for maximum impact, relevance and, integration into breeding programs and in particular the EiB 
process.  
The workshop provided ample space for discussions on the EiB and GBI tools and frameworks. Among 




▪ Understanding the stage-gate process as cyclical, with learning- and feedback loops. In an 
effort to understand the breeding cycle/stage-gate process in a more cyclical and dynamic 
fashion, the participants and facilitators ‘unpacked’ stage 0 of the stage-gate process (i.e., the 
design stage), which further helped reveal the interlinkages between the GBI and the EiB 
frameworks.  
▪ Understanding the EiB and GBI tools and frameworks as flexible and adaptable. Changes to 
the EiB and GBI tools and frameworks are expected to be made based on comments and 
feedback gathered over the course of the pilot project. Furthermore, the frameworks will have a 
degree of built-in flexibility so that breeding programs can adapt them to suit their respective 
breeding objectives, the national (policy) context in which they work, donor requirements, and 
other specific elements.  
▪ Applying results from the G+ analysis throughout the stage-gate process. While the design 
stage is considered the most critical for integration of gender considerations, results from the 
G+ analysis should inform the subsequent stages, such as release and delivery of crop varieties 
and seed systems.  
▪ Developing an accountability mechanism to ensure implementation of the G+ tools across the 
stage-gate process. 
▪ Incorporating information about gendered divisions of rights and labor in the G+ Customer 
Profile Tool.  
▪ Including foresight analysis when data are available. Breeding is a long-term and resource-
intensive process. Consequently, foresight analysis that takes into considerations changes in 
markets, production systems, socioeconomic/demographics, and the climate and environment 
should be included when data are available.  
▪ Taking into account the technical and economic feasibility of breeding. When evaluating the 
potential of incorporating gender-related characteristics and traits, one needs to take the 
technical and economic feasibility of the breeding requirements into account (e.g., the 
availability of germplasm, heritability of traits, and genetic correlations between traits, as well as 
a cost/benefit analysis of the breeding investment).  
▪ Involving key stakeholders in the piloting and implementation of the tools to facilitate buy-in, 
including but not limited to the NARS, governmental representatives, and regulatory authorities 
(e.g. members of variety release committees). This may facilitate buy-in from management, 
government, and regulators and help ensure successful commercial release. 
▪ Building and harnessing a community of practice, including linking up to the GENDER Platform, 
where actors from the CGIAR, national partners, and beyond come together to share 
experiences, practices, and resources. 
The planning phase conducted in the workshop represented a landmark for the G+ tools piloting 
process. The three teams involved will proceed to carry out a series of activities to aggregate and 
consolidate data to pilot the tools and contribute to the development of gender-responsive product 
profiles. However, the most important contribution of the piloting process goes beyond the specific 
product profiles. The piloting process will contribute to a formal and practical incorporation of gender 
considerations in EiB’s product profile development process. The result of the piloting process will be 
compiled into the final project report, which will be presented for the wider breeding community at the 





Over the last three years, the Gender and Breeding Initiative (GBI) has been developing the G+ Customer 
Profile Tool and the G+ Product Profile Tool to help integrate gender issues into breeding programs to 
increase crop varietal adoption and bring about greater social impact. Roots, Tubers and Bananas (RTB), 
as leader of the GBI, has been interacting with the Excellence in Breeding Platform (EiB) to promote a 
formal integration of the G+ tools into product profile development processes. 
The four-day workshop consisted of two sub-workshops: The “Knowledge Sharing Workshop on Gender 
and Product Profile Development” and the “Workshop on Piloting Tools for Gender Responsive Product 
Profile Development”. The former brought together participants from across CG centers, NARS, and 
beyond to share experiences, findings, tools, and approaches to gender-responsive breeding, and to 
identify potential for complementarity and collaboration. The latter focused in more detail on the 
practical application of the G+ tools to three pilot crops – beans, cassava, and sweetpotato. In 
multidisciplinary teams, the participants developed workplans on how to pilot the G+ tools in order to 
understand and refine the tools for maximum impact, relevance, and integration into breeding 
programs and in particular the EiB process.  
 
2.  Knowledge Sharing Workshop on Gender and Product 
Profile Development 
Nairobi, Kenya, 3 March 2020 
2.1  Objectives of the workshop 
1. Share experiences from different teams working on integration of gender in breeding processes 
and/or priority setting 
2. Explore and review novel findings, tools and approaches 
3. Stimulate cross-learning feedback to researchers presenting novel findings, tools and 
approaches 
4. Identify potential for complementarity and collaboration  
2.2  Summary of the presentations 
2.2.1   Nicoline de Haan: “Introducing the New GENDER Platform” 
Nicoline de Haan, the interim Director of the new GENDER Platform (Generating Evidence and New 
Directions for Equitable Results) of the CGIAR, presented the Platform, including its aims and modules, 
and how workshop participants can get involved and contribute. The Platform will work across the CG 
centers to put gender at the heart of the CGIAR, which it will do through three modules: evidence, 
methods, and alliances. de Haan noted how the G+ pilot project covered all of the three modules, as the 
project is building an evidence base, developing methods, and forming alliances. de Haan further 




achieving its vision, and she encouraged the participant to discuss ways of strengthening the existing 
bonds between the Platform and the GBI.   
2.2.2  Tawanda Mashonganyika: “The Excellence in Breeding Platform (EiB)” 
Tawanda Mashonganyika, product manager at EiB, presented the EiB platform. The mandate of the 
Platform is to modernize and streamline breeding in the CGIAR and NARS in order to improve breeding 
efficiency and turnover rates of market-informed crop varieties. EiB operates through five modules that 
touches on all the different stages of the breeding pipeline. Of particular relevance to the G+ tools and 
the respective workshop is module 1 on Product Design and Management. Mashonganyika stressed the 
importance of gender as a key component of understanding the market and market segmentation, 
which subsequently plugs into the development of the product profile.  
2.2.3  Vivian Polar: “Looking into the Future” 
The presentation provided an outline of the agenda of the day. Polar told about the work that the GBI 
had done leading up to the creation of the G+ tools. She described the engagement with the EiB as a 
turning point, moving beyond tokenistic considerations of gender to incorporating gender into a formal 
structure as part of the EiB processes, most notably the stage-gate process (Fig. 7, Annex 8.1). 
Ultimately, the goal is that breeding will no longer be conducted without taking gender into 
consideration. 
Polar quickly introduced the ‘flowchart of critical decisions for gender-responsive breeding’ (Fig. 1) and 
the G+ Customer Profile Tool and the G+ Product Profile Tool.  
 
Figure 1. Flowchart of critical decision points for gender-responsive breeding.  




She noted how findings from surveys done in cooperation with, among others, AbacusBio in cassava and 
sweetpotato will feed into the former tool (see section 2.2.6 and 2.2.7), which is concerned with 
creating an improved understanding of the ‘customer’. The latter tool helps assess how crop traits 
interplay with gender dynamics. 
While the pilot project addresses three case studies – beans, cassava and sweetpotato – the hope is to 
engage other cases and programs as part of the pilot project, as facilitated by, among others, the 
community of practice of the GENDER Platform. Thus, one goal of the pilot project is to demonstrate the 
applicability of the G+ tools across contexts and crops. 
2.2.4  Eva Weltzien: “Introductory Comments” 
Weltzien stressed the multifaceted and important roles and responsibilities that women have in 
households, including in determining what gets eaten, which is often governed by culture, customs, and 
norms. Consequently, we need to understand these roles and how they are governed by institutional 
structures to better appreciate the trait and crop preferences of women, which in turn will benefit 
entire households. Taking gender into consideration goes beyond improving adoption – it generates 
benefits that leads to gender equity. Weltzien ended saying, “There is no breeding without gender.” 
2.2.5  Tawanda Mashonganyika: “EiB Product Profile Framework” 
The presentation provided a more detailed overview of the concepts and processes of the EiB. From the 
perspective of EiB, the purpose of the pilot project is to better understand how to incorporate data on 
gender into the EiB framework for developing product profiles in a structured and formalized manner. 
Breeding is time- and resource-intensive, thus there is a need to move from opinion-driven to data-
driven, market-informed, and gender-responsive product (variety) design. Not doing so may result in 
potentially adverse impacts, both in terms of cost-efficiency and social (e.g., gender) costs. Toward such 
ends, Mashonganyika mentioned three behavioral change initiatives that the EiB is implementing: cross-
functional design teams, the AbacusBio projects, and the G+ tools, all of which share close interrelations.  
An important aspect of the EiB approach is the introduction of multidisciplinary or cross-functional 
design teams. The design team will consist of key resource people covering various aspects of the 
market, including a gender specialist. Accordingly, deliberations on markets and gender will inform the 
design of the product profile, followed by technical validation by the breeders (based on, e.g., 
availability of germplasm, genetic correlations between traits, and heritability of traits). With respect to 
the AbacusBio projects, Mashonganyika highlighted how the findings from these surveys will provide 
more accurate information on what the market wants, as well as providing breeding programs with 
economic weights of traits in a particular crop to facilitate decision-making (see section 2.2.6 and 2.2.7). 
Finally, the G+ tools will help feed gender-relevant data into the product design.  
Subsequently, Mashonganyika provided an overview of the product profile process: 
1. Step 1: Includes defining and assembling the cross-functional design team. 
2. Step 2: Entails the market analysis of the market that the breeding program operates within. 
This should include information on factors that influence the respective market segment, 




3. Step 3: Assesses current market-leading varieties and competitor product profiles. By identifying 
both the strong and weak points of the market-leading varieties, the team is better equipped at 
releasing a variety that has a higher chance of becoming adopted and will help fill gaps in the 
market.  
4. Step 4: Entails the actual product profiling, which includes ‘must-have’ traits, ‘value-added’ 
traits, and ‘good-to-have’ traits. Importantly, in harmonizing the tools and approaches of the 
GBI and EiB, the product profile template will now contain a section dedicated to gender-
responsive traits derived from the G+ analysis.  
Once the product profile is completed, it will move to the next stage of the stage-gate process, including 
testing of the material in multi-locational field trials (Fig. 7, Annex 8.1). However, Mashongaynika 
stressed that gender is most critically considered during stage 0 of product design. He further addressed 
the key role that management play, including the Head of Breeding, in holding breeding programs 
accountable in applying the G+ tools. 
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
▪ The composition and expertise of the cross-functional team. Some of the audience members 
addressed the need to also include agronomists, food technologists, and NARS representatives 
in the cross-functional teams. Additionally, there were questions concerning the professional 
background of the product manager and the need to refer to all members of the design team as 
either experts or representatives. As a response, it was stressed that the composition of the 
team is flexible and that the framework provided by the EiB is only meant as a guide. For 
instance, the composition can be adapted according to the objectives of the breeding program. 
It is advisable however, that the product manager has a background in business/marketing.  
▪ Gender equality of the cross-functional team. While not the main consideration of the 
workshop, the need to strive for gender equality also within the cross-functional team was 
recognized, as the different forms of thinking of men and women can enhance the gender 
responsive breeding process. This represent an aspect that HR and EiB should take into 
consideration.  
▪ Defining the ‘market’. Others had questions regarding what actually constitutes the ‘market’, to 
which Mashonganyika explained that the market will depend on the objectives of the breeding 
program and consequently may refer to any node along the whole value chain (e.g., farmers, 
consumers, processors, retailers, seed multipliers, etc.).  
▪ Lack of gender data. There were some concerns that there would be a lack of gender-relevant 
market data (e.g., % female participation as per the ‘gender index’ in the EiB framework). 
▪ The need to move beyond female participation to consider gender transformative effects. One 
participant raised the need to move beyond female participation (as per the ‘gender index’ in 
the EiB framework) to also consider aspects such as the impact of participation on women and 




▪ Placing gender/youth and biofortification traits together. Participants felt that these categories 
of traits should be considered separately. Mashonganyika explained that the various categories 
of traits would be considered separately during the EiB process.   
▪ Considering the product profile as a ‘living document’. Some participants had question 
regarding the extent to which already submitted product profiles could be renewed and refined. 
Mashonganyika pointed out that the product profile is a ‘living document’ that is reviewed and 
updated on an annual basis. 
▪ Unpacking stage 0 of the stage-gate process. As it currently stands, the stage-gate process and 
stage 0 in particular appear static and black-boxed, while the participants considered the 
process to be cyclical, with feedback- and learning loops, and with the design stage (stage 0) 
consisting of many different steps.  
▪ Applying a gender lens throughout the stage-gate process. Some also stressed the need to 
apply a gender lens throughout the stage-gate process, not just at stage 0. 
▪ Harmonizing the EiB and GBI tools and frameworks. Touching on the heart of the workshop,  
one of the participants raised the question of how to harmonize the tools and frameworks of 
the EiB and the GBI (including the G+ tools), how to present the product profiles that come out 
of this harmonized process, and also how to build on existing product profile processes.   
2.2.6  Julius Okello: “Demand-Driven Sweetpotato Breeding: Priority Traits for 
Breeding Program” 
Julius Okello from CIP presented the results from the AbacusBio survey on sweetpotato in Uganda, in 
cooperation with CIP and NARO. The survey was finalized in February 2020, with a total of 1346 sex-
disaggregated respondents from 10 sub-counties, covering the whole value chain (e.g., farmers, vine 
multipliers, processors, millers, wholesalers, retailers, transporters, exporter, industry). Data is currently 
being analyzed. Additionally, a MSc study will complement the AbacusBio findings by providing 
qualitative data on the reasons underlying trait preferences of participants. Okello highlighted how the 
information generated from the study can be incorporated into both the design and testing stages of the 
stage-gate process. However, the team was struggling on how to address stage 6 (seed multiplication 
and client release) (Fig. 7, Annex 8.1), as few of the traits included in the survey were considered 
relevant to the seed system.  
During the presentation, one of the key issues addressed by the audience members was the need to 
consider trait expression as opposed to traits per se (for instance, not merely considering ‘early 
maturity’ or ‘softness’, but the ‘number of days to maturity’ and the ‘level of softness’), an aspect which 
was indeed considered during the survey. Another issue that was brought to attention was the need to 
be aware of composite traits, where several types of characteristics may fall under the same trait (e.g., 
yield may encompass both ‘number of roots’ and ‘size of roots’). 
2.2.7  Ireti Balogun: “Demand-Driven Cassava Breeding in Nigeria: Relative 
Weights and Economic Valuation of Cassava Traits”  
Ireti Balogun from AbacusBio presented the on-going work of AbacusBio in establishing relative, 




discussions with stakeholders prior to the study helped inform the design of the survey tool, including 
translating informal measures (e.g., ‘good quality cassava’ and ‘good color’) into monetary values, which 
was particularly challenging with respect to quality traits. Data was also collected on socio-
demographics and other conditions under which value chain actors operated, including benchmark 
measures such as average yield, farm size, etc. The survey strives to include an equal number of men 
and women, with the exception of certain stakeholder groups where one or the other dominate (e.g., 
more women were sampled among gari and fufu sellers, as these stakeholder groups are dominated by 
women).  
Another important objective of the survey is to better understand the market, including grouping survey 
participants according to their main cassava-related activities (i.e., whether they consider themselves 
mainly as a farmer, processor, seller, stem multiplier, root trader, etc.) and who constitutes their main 
cassava clientele (e.g., local buyers, retailers, processors, starch factories, etc.). Additionally, the study is 
trying to better understand intra-household negotiation and decision-making, which includes interviews 
with spouses of household heads.  
Balogun also provided more in-depth information about the PAPRIKA method  (Potentially All Pairwise 
RanKing of possible Alternatives) underlying the 1000Minds approach [learn more about the approach 
here], which is essentially a choice experiment where participants are forced to choose between two 
alternative traits at a time, each with an equivalent economic value.  
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
▪ Execution of the survey. Workshop participants addressed the needs to adapt the language 
used during data collection in a way that is familiar to survey participants, as researchers and 
people on the ground may differ substantially in the way they think and express themselves. 
Others stressed the need to be mindful of how to ask questions in a culturally sensitive way and 
in what contexts questions were asked. Okello and Balogun explained that the surveys were 
adapted to the context in which they take place. Another question related to how to help study 
participants move beyond the notion of a variety to rather considering traits, in which case 
proper training of enumerators was considered pivotal.  
▪ Differences in trait preferences according to agro-ecological conditions. Another participant 
raised a concern of whether questions regarding trait preferences considered how such 
preferences may vary under various agro-ecological conditions and cropping and production 
systems (e.g., low/high soil fertility, access to irrigation, etc.). A failure to do so may result in 
oversimplification. The cassava team responded that data from other surveys on agro-ecological 
conditions of farmers could be combined with results from AbacusBio to help fill any potential 
knowledge gap. 
▪ Contradictions of survey participants. One needs to be aware that people often contradict 
themselves with respect to trait preferences, with one example being that they want both early 




2.2.8  Vivian Polar: “The G+ Tools for Gender Responsive Product Profile 
Development” and “What does it Mean to Validate Tools (SOP)” 
The presentation provided more detailed information on the conceptualization of gender responsive 
crop breeding, the G+ tools themselves, and their operationalization using the Standard Operating 
Procedure (SOP).  
Polar outlined the four principles of gender responsive crop breeding (Ashby, 2018):  
1. Know when, where, and why women and men are important and often distinct beneficiary 
groups. Take into account important differences in constraints faced by women and men 
farmers that breeding can influence.  
2. Anticipate how design decisions (e.g., defining plant ideotype, prioritizing of traits, targeting and 
testing varieties with farmers) may impact and be influenced by gender dynamics in 
communities and households, affecting for example, women’s labor, available resources and 
opportunities.  
3. Design breeding objectives specifically to benefit women farmers when they are an important 
beneficiary group who require a special approach, and consider their needs, constraints and 
knowledge more generally in the breeding program.  
4. Be accountable, making sure the success of the breeding program is measured in ways that 
include positive impacts for women, men, as well as for households or farmers in general. 
 
She further presented the ‘flowchart of critical decision points for gender-responsive breeding’ 
developed by the GBI (Fig. 1) (Ashby et al., 2018), which would later be used to unpack stage 0 of the 
stage-gate process (Fig. 4). 
Polar proceeded to give an overview of the two G+ tools, whose results will help inform the decision-
making by the cross-functional design teams: 
1. The G+ Customer Profile Tool consists of two key aspects, namely segmenting and targeting, 
with a particular emphasis on gender. The tool will aid data collection in reflecting on the needs 
and preferences of gender segments. 
2. The G+ Product Profile Tool is used to assess every trait of the product profile and to help 
understand how each trait interplays with gender. The tool consists of two sections: Do No 
Harm and Positive Benefits analyses. The sections are informed by four broad gender themes 
that commonly appear across cases and crops, such as aspects pertaining to drudgery and 
income.  
The tools are to be implemented using the SOP, which is a (draft) formalized, step-by-step description 
on how to use the G+ tools and how to record information obtained using the tools in a systematic 
manner.  
Polar also addressed the question of why we need better tools, drawing on some of the ‘pain points’, 




exhibit the lowest adoption rates. Furthermore, women can be disadvantaged when improved varieties 
contain traits that they find unacceptable or that may, for instance, increase their workload. 
Consequently, the interests of women and men need to be equally represented as breeding is 
undergoing a process of modernization facilitated by the EiB. However, Polar clearly stated that the 
tools should not be considered as a silver bullet. 
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
▪ Applying an intersectional lens. One participant stressed the need to apply an intersectional 
lens when thinking of different groups of men, women, and youth, as these are not 
homogeneous.  
▪ Applying the G+ tools across the stage-gate process, considering feedback loops. For instance, 
the information from the G+ Customer Profile can be useful not only at the design stage, but 
also during later testing and dissemination stages. This necessitates conceptualizing the 
breeding pipeline/stage-gate as a cyclical process, with feedback- and learning loops, as 
previously touched upon. 
▪ Clarifying the relationship between the ‘Do No Harm’ and ‘Positive Benefits’ Analyses. There 
was some confusion as to how to balance the ‘Do No Harm’ and the ‘Positive Benefits’ analyses. 
However, the two are to be performed separately and later compared to enable a discussion 
about the potential trade-offs. 
▪ How to apply the tools to existing data. Some of the participants raised the question of how to 
apply the G+ tools to existing data. In such cases, the data are to be re-analyzed for the purpose 
of the G+ analysis. Upon doing so, one might discover gaps in the existing data material that 
need to be filled.   
2.3  Summary of the group work deliberations 
In a plenary discussion, the participants were asked to reflect on the day. In addition to points 
mentioned previously, the following key aspects were raised:  
▪ Developing an accountability mechanism. There was a concern that gender may ‘fall off’ at 
later stages of the stage-gate process, which might partly depend on who is responsible for 
implementing the information acquired at stage 0 throughout the subsequent stages. 
Consequently, there is a need to develop an accountability mechanism. 
▪ Considering markets as fluid and dynamic. The participants also noted that markets are fluid 
and dynamic – they may come and go – which should be taken into account during foresight 
analysis and when developing product profiles.  
▪ Developing a clear understanding of how the steps of the G+ tools align with the EiB process, 
for which a diagram that displays how the processes superimpose on each other could be useful, 
also taking into account similarities and differences across crops. 
Participants were subsequently asked to brainstorm on two questions: (i) How do we best promote the 
G+ tools into breeding programs? and (ii) How do we package the information for supporters to 




stakeholder workshops, creating and sharing GBI and G+ tools resources and training material, linking 
the tools to training courses (e.g., GREAT), and to engage with the GENDER Platform. With respect to the 
latter, it was considered necessary to render the tools easy and practical to use, as well as to present the 
tools in a quantitative format with support or benchmarks for each specific variety.   
 
3.  Workshop on Piloting Tools for Gender Responsive 
Product Profile Development 
Nairobi, Kenya, 4th to 6th of March 2020 
3.1  Objectives of the workshop 
1. Achieve a common understanding of what the piloting process implies  
2. Adjust the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to pilot the G+ tools for gender responsive 
breeding  
3. Generate workplans for three pilot cases (Beans, Cassava and Sweetpotato)  
3.2 Wednesday 4th of March 
3.2.1 Summary of the presentations 
3.2.1.1 Bela Teeken: “Cassava Pilot Case in Nigeria: Evidence for Gender Responsive 
Breeding” 
Bela Teeken from IITA presented the cassava value chain in Nigeria. The majority of the cassava 
produced is used either directly as food or processed into food products (including fermented products 
such as gari and fufu), which is most commonly done by women. Teeken presented the existing, 
provisional product profiles for cassava, all of which pertain to the national level: (i) cassava for food 
security, (ii) cassava for fresh markets, (iii) cassava for industrial markets, and (iv) biofortified cassava.  
Teeken proceeded to outline existing and on-going data and surveys, respectively, that may be used 
when applying the G+ tools: 
1. IITA Cassava Monitoring Survey (CMS) (finalized): The survey included interviews with 2500 
household heads in the 16 highest cassava producing and consuming states in Nigeria, 
demonstrating some regional and sex-differentiated preferences for crop characteristics.  
2. NextGen and RTBfoods (finalized): The studies collected concrete data on variety and trait 
preferences, and further identified descriptors of how farmers and processors assess the quality 
of various cassava products. The findings have helped build the case for giving weight to traits 
important for the production of fufu and gari, such as color. 
3. Gender responsive product profile mother baby trial approach (finalized): Mother-baby trial in 
which farmers were asked to rank improved and local cassava varieties. The study helped 
highlight reasons why traditional varieties are good for making gari and eba, including 




4. TRICOT study (on-going; expected to be finalized by the end of 2020): The study evaluates 30 
varieties with 320 farmers in four states using small trials in farmers’ fields.  
5. 1000Minds (on-going) (see section 2.2.7) 
6. Local existing seed selling initiatives (on-going; expected to be finalized by the end of 2020): A 
MSc study which maps which varieties are part of seed-selling initiatives, including taking leaf 
samples of stems to verify varieties.  
Teeken concluded saying that it is important to align breeding objectives with demands, including traits 
that are associated with food quality (e.g., gari color), early maturity, and storability. 
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
▪ Considering the technical feasibility. An important discussion that followed the presentation 
related to the genetic heritability of traits (e.g., ‘ease of peeling’) and how to translate 
processing qualities into ‘breed-able’ traits, which requires an understanding of the 
biological/physiological components and processes underpinning such characteristics. The hope 
is that the RTBfoods project, with the help of food scientists, will help shed light on such 
questions and help develop high-throughput phenotyping protocols for such traits. In cases 
where characteristics included in the product profile are yet to have been translated into 
specific breeding traits, one idea would be to make a note of this in the product profile, stating 
the need to test for this during subsequent testing stages.  
▪ Task-disaggregation rather than sex-disaggregation. There was a discussion on whether trait 
preferences are better referred to as task-disaggregated as opposed to sex-disaggregated, with 
the recognition that tasks (i.e., roles and responsibilities) are commonly shaped by gender and 
gender relations. One participant noted that it could be considered discriminatory to talk of sex-
disaggregation of traits. 
3.2.1.2 Eileen Nchanji: “Piloting the Gender+ Tools” 
Eileen Nchanji from CIAT-Bioversity Alliance highlighted the importance of beans, particularly from a 
nutrition, health, and gender perspective. Additionally, beans are becoming an important source of 
income in many communities as the crop is increasingly commercialized, with possible implications for 
gender roles, responsibilities, and relations.  
Nchanji proceeded to present the Pan-African Bean Research Alliance (PABRA) model which includes 
three bean research networks with activities in 31 different countries. She provided a background on 
how the current product profiles had been developed, which was done together with the demand-led 
breeding project (DLB). The DLB approach and the information collected was later merged with the EiB 
framework, resulting in the first product profiles being submitted in 2018. However, as noted by 
Nchanji, these did not include any form of gender analysis.  
While a number of participatory variety selection (PVS) trials, adoption studies, and impact studies exists 
in the historical record of PABRA – which includes data on, among others, the acreage planted and no. 




information. However, more recently, WEAI studies have been carried out in countries such as Uganda 
and Kenya, which can be useful in assessing factors that influence (dis)empowerment. Additionally, TPEs 
and foresight analyses are currently being carried out, which will help inform the product profiles.  
Using a small sample size of 53 farmers from Nakuru county in Kenya, Nchanji also presented an attempt 
at harmonizing an adapted version of the G+ tools with the PVS protocol of bean breeders. The study 
found that men and women in some cases cultivated and preferred different varieties and traits. Focus 
group discussions further probed into questions of, among others, how varieties influenced aspects of 
drudgery and displacement. Both men and women farmers noted that the local varieties caused a 
moderate increase in drudgery (though women are mainly responsible for harvesting and threshing) due 
to splitting of pods and pods falling off the stems.  
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
▪ Probing into existing data. The presentation highlighted the need to probe further into the 
existing, historical data to see how to best make use of it and to collect complementary data if 
necessary.  
▪ Making the tools practical and doable for breeders. Importantly, the presentation underlined 
the need to render the tools practical and doable for breeding teams to adopt.    
▪ Validating information from key informants. It was recognized that the information provided 
by key informants may not always reflects realities on the ground, which consequently requires 
validation. 
3.2.1.3 Sarah Mayanja: “Presentation of the Sweetpotato Case”  
Sarah Mayanja complemented the presentation given by Juliu Okello the day before (section 2.2.6), by 
presenting work done under the RTBfoods study in Uganda. She also noted that relevant work was 
currently being done under another RTB cluster, CC4.1, which is concerned with urban market demands 
for sweetpotato (whereas RTBfoods investigated rural conditions).  
The RTBfoods study set out to gain an improved understanding of the characteristics that constitutes a 
good sweetpotato variety according to value chain actors and to identify the indicators of quality-
related characteristics (e.g., indicators of the quality ‘sappy’). The study further revealed differences and 
similarities in trait preferences among men and women (as well as regional differences and similarities) 
across various stages of processing (i.e., from the raw material through to the ‘ready-to-eat’ product, 
which in this case was boiled sweetpotato). The study participants were also asked which of the local 
and improved varieties were the most and least preferred. Based on the findings of the study, the 
sweetpotato breeding team currently has a total of four product profiles; one for men, one for women, 
one for Northern Uganda, and one for Western Uganda.  
One of the discussions that followed the presentation concerned whether crop characteristics that had 
been elaborately described by value chain actors should be included in the ontology or not. One of the 
participants raised the point that qualitative descriptors were likely to vary across geographical areas, 




3.2.1.4 Vivian Polar: “What Does it Mean to Pilot the Tools?” 
Polar started the presentation by explaining the criteria for inclusion in the pilot project. The pilot cases 
where chosen on the background of the amount of available data that the breeding program had, as 
well as the presence of a multidisciplinary team, including a gender specialist, socioeconomist, and not 
least an open-minded, engaged breeder who is willing to make potential adjustments to the product 
profile based on findings generated from the G+ tools. In piloting the tools, there was also a need to 
include a diversity of crops. 
Polar proceeded to explain what the piloting implied, namely testing and reviewing the tools using the 
available data, as well as reviewing the process of their application (i.e., the SOP). Based on the review 
process, the working groups may identify potential room for adjustments and improvements to the 
tools and the SOP. Once the necessary improvements have been made, the expectation is that the G+ 
tools and the SOP can be applied across crops and contexts. Another outcome of the pilot project is that 
each team will develop a novel or adjusted product profile, depending on whether or not the respective 
breeding program has already submitted a product profile(s) to EiB or not. Another key outcome of the 
pilot project is to generate linkages with the existing templates of the EiB process. 
3.2.2 Summary of the group work deliberations 
During the latter half of the day, participants broke into groups according to the three pilot cases to start 
the process of applying the G+ tools, paying particular attention to existing data and what gaps 
potentially needed to be filled. The day ended with a presentation by each group summarizing their 
progress, which revealed that each group had chosen to approach the task differently: 
1. Beans team: The beans group started by identifying the country and type of bean they wanted 
to focus on, namely Tanzania and yellow beans (note that the country and bean type of interest 
later changed). The yellow bean was chosen based on its importance from a gender and 
marketing perspective. Gender-relevant traits included taste, cooking time, and flatulence. 
Subsequently, the group identified various sources of information that could feed into the G+ 
tools, as well as what data were missing. The team recognized that, in most cases, the G+ tools 
would help refine existing product profiles as opposed to help create new ones. The group 
agreed that they would have a discussion with the breeders later that day to see how best to 
proceed. 
2. Cassava team: The cassava team worked step-by-step through the G+ Customer Profile Tool, 
identifying available and missing data at each stage. For the ‘product mapping’ step of 
segmenting, the group produced a crude overview of the cassava value chain, including what 
quantities of cassava were being produced for home consumption and sales, respectively, 
including the various products (i.e.., gari, fufu and lafun). In the ‘customer mapping’ step of 
segmenting, the group identified the customer as being farmers, as this group is the most 
immediate beneficiaries of the particular breeding pipeline. This sparked a discussion among the 
participants on how do understand the ‘customer’ for a particular product profile, which will 
depend on, among others, the value chain of the respective crop. For instance, in the case of 
cassava, the seed system is less well-developed, and few stakeholders act merely as seed 




discussion that there was a bit of confusion among the participants about what actually 
constitutes a product profile.  
3. Sweetpotato team: Focusing on the target country Uganda, the sweetpotato group started by 
identifying all the different sources of information that could be fed into the G+ tools (e.g., the 
AbacusBio and RTBfoods surveys). The group recognized that few studies provide knowledge 
about variety information. Thus, in cases where studies are on-going or are in the planning 
stages, the working group suggested that they could ask those responsible to include questions 
that could help fill identified data gaps. The group proceeded to fill out the template of the G+ 
Report and they soon discovered that they had four products pertaining to different ways of 
processing (e.g., steamed, boiled, and roasted). This sparked a discussion among the 
participants of what is actually meant by ‘product’ – are we talking about the product of the 
breeding pipeline (i.e., the variety) or the processed product the variety (e.g., boiled or roasted 
sweetpotato, or gari and fufu in the case of cassava)? 
One of the key take-home messages of the discussion was the need to identify critical bottlenecks for 
the adoption of improved varieties across the entire value chain, including how these may relate to 
gender, which will subsequently be brought to the breeding team for consideration in the product 
profile. Additionally, when defining the ‘customer’ and the ‘product’, it is the end-user and the 
intermediary and end-product, respectively, that need to be considered. 
3.3 Thursday 5th of March 2020 
3.3.1 Summary of the presentations  
3.3.1.1 Vivian Polar: “Review Steps of the G+ Customer Profile and the G+ Product Profile” 
To ensure that all the working groups had a common understanding and point of departure, Vivian Polar 
presented a more in-depth overview of the steps involved in the G+ Customer Profile and the G+ 
Product Profile, and how to integrate these into the EiB process. 
Polar outlined the three steps of the G+ Customer Profile: 
1. Segmenting, which relates to understanding who the customers are. The segmenting stage 
includes product mapping (the product being the end or final product that the consumer 
requires), customer mapping (taking into consideration, among others, biophysical and 
socioeconomic information, including gender) and generating the evidence table (based on 
information from the product and customer mapping). 
2. Targeting, meaning (from the information generated during segmenting) who are we actually 
going to target? Targeting is done using the decision matrix (combining the information from 
the evidence table with variables according to the breeding objectives of the respective 
breeding program). The outcome of the targeting process is the customer profile.  
3. Profiling, which analyzes the who that was identified during targeting, including their 





Subsequently, Polar outlined the three key steps of the G+ Product Profile Tool: 
1. Information, meaning gathering information and identifying data gaps related to gender 
gaps and gendered trait preferences in the target segment.  
2. Analysis, which entails analyzing the information gathered in step 1 using the gender gap 
analysis template and the positive and negative trait preferences template. The gender 
gap analysis template consists of four key gender themes that have been identified as 
important across several crops and contexts. However, the working groups may identify 
other areas that can be added to the template (e.g., leisure/time component).  
3. Scoring, which uses the Do No Harm and Positive Benefits analyses to score each trait. The 
output of this process will be used to inform the novel or existing product profile. 
The following key questions and comments were raised by participants during or following the 
presentation:  
The G+ Customer Profile Tool 
▪ One participant addressed the role that donors also may play in shaping targeting and other 
aspects of the process.  
▪ Another raised the need to include foresight analysis in the customer mapping.  
The G+ Product profile tool 
▪ There was a question of whether all traits in the product profile had to be evaluated, to which 
the answer is yes; all traits need to be evaluated according to whether they have gender 
implications.  
▪ Some of the participants were worried about whether a focus on women would confirm the 
misassumption that gender is only about women. However, which social group to focus on will 
depend on the available data and who the target segment of the breeding program is.  
3.3.2 Summary of the group work deliberations
Midday, the groups summarized their progress using the G+ Customer Profile Tool. Some of the key 
aspects included: 
1. Beans: The group chose to include a column on ‘futuristic outlook’, which was meant to take 
into consideration market analysis, climate modeling, and changing policy environments. 
Foresight analysis may subsequently influence what segments are included in targeting. The 
group also noted the need to include factors such as breeding priorities, government policies, 
and institutional policies during targeting, taking the foresight analysis into account. 
Additionally, the group addressed the need to consider the economic feasibility of breeding.  
2. Sweetpotato: The group added a column in the customer profile addressing aspects related to 
gender in/equality. Additionally, since the sweetpotato breeding program is concerned with 
biofortification, the group included information about malnutrition. They also considered the 
need to include national priorities as an element in the G+ Customer Profile Tool, including 




question of whether they found the tool to be working, the group responded that it did, but that 
there were some elements of confusion as they were all in a process of learning.  
3. Cassava: The cassava group also chose to include a section on gender roles and responsibilities 
in their customer mapping but realized that there was probably limited information about 
gendered division of labor at the crop level (but rather on the national level). The group 
struggled somewhat with defining the ‘customer’ for their product of interest, whether this 
would be farmers, processors, or sellers; whether these should be disaggregated by poverty 
level; etc. This, they argued, would have to be determined by the cross-functional team. The 
group had also started delegating roles and responsibilities to members of the cross-functional 
team, a step which was addressed in more depth the following day. Finally, the group 
recognized the need to consider the breeding objectives of both IITA and national partners, as 
well as criteria of the variety release committee. The latter point is important, as it implies that 
the information generated from the tools is not only essential for design and development of 
new varieties, but also with respect to release and delivery.  
During the course of the day, there was also a ‘Half-Time Health Check’ where participants were asked 
to answer the following questions: (i) What do we need to ensure the success of the workshop? and (ii) 
What do we need to ensure the uptake of the G+ tools in EIB and breeding programs? (Annex 8.5). Figure 
2 and 3 summarizes some of the key aspects raised by the participants. 
 
Figure 2. Mind map summarizing the key points addressed by workshop participants 







Figure 3. Mind map summarizing the key points addressed by workshop 
participants when answering the question What do we need to ensure the 
uptake of the G+ tools in EIB and breeding programs?   
 
3.4 Friday 6th of March 2020 
3.4.1 Summary of the presentations 
3.4.1.1 Paul Demo: “Remarks” 
Paul Demo, the Regional Director for CIP-Africa, provided some comments as he visited the workshop at 
the start of the day. Demo highlighted the need to increase deliberate effort at implementing gender 
responsiveness at the project design phase, and the need to allocate more resources and activity-based 
budgeting for gender research. Demo further stressed that it is pivotal to consider market demands and 
the need of the client, as well as possible gendered implications of a particular project and/or breeding 
product, for which he recognized the importance of the processes and tools of the EiB and GBI.  
3.4.1.2 Vivian Polar and Tawanda Mashonganyika: “Unpacking Stage 0 of the Stage-Gate 
Process” 
In order to unpack stage 0 of the stage-gate process (i.e., the product design stage), Polar and 
Mashonganyika did a presentation demonstrating how the steps involved in the G+ tools fit into the way 




(Fig. 4), showing all the critical stages of the design process, their interlinkages, the necessary 
considerations at each stage, and the various outcomes along the process. 
The product design stage starts by identifying a strong cross-functional or multidisciplinary team. 
Subsequently, the social targeting and sampling stages need to be based on current market analyses, 
allowing the team to identify the key market segments. However, social targeting and sampling also 
need to consider gender dimensions by posing the following questions: (i) Who are the potential 
customers when gender is considered? and (ii) What outcomes should one target considering differences 
in gender equality? The G+ Customer Profile Tool will help answer these questions, ultimately resulting 
in a ‘customer profile with a gender dimension’.  
Subsequently, a critical component of the EiB framework is to analyze the market leading variety/ies, 
with the goal of understanding both its strengths and weaknesses. Additionally, in recognizing markets 
as fluid and dynamic, it is advisable to perform a foresight analysis to help determine market needs in 
both the short and medium term, as this can help inform pre-breeding. On the basis of the market-
leading variety, from a GBI perspective, the breeding team also needs to (ii) evaluate alternative 
outcomes of breeding – considering traits the program will breed for and identify traits where gender is 
critical – and (ii) identify demand for traits by market segment. The outcome of this process is ‘breeding 
objectives with a gender dimension included’.  
The next step is trying to respond to a critical question: What is the product profile that meets the needs 
of gendered target group of customers? This is where the G+ Product Profile comes into the picture, 
allowing breeding teams to understand the gender gaps in the target segment and scoring traits 
according to whether they have positive, negative, or neutral gender implications. When developing the 
product profile, breeding team are also advised to consider ‘registration descriptors’, which refer to 
traits that national variety release committees consider necessary for release. The result is a ‘product 





Figure 4. Unpacking stage 0 of the stage-gate process. Pink squares represent EiB-related components 
of the design process. Orange squares are particular stages of the G+ analysis process, with yellow 
squares showcasing the critical questions necessary to address to produce a gender-responsive outputs 
(green circles). Light green ‘speech bubbles’ represent comments from participants on aspects 
considered necessary to include in the process. Blue stars indicate stages at which consultation in cross-
functional teams is considered essential. Note that the diagram is a simplification of the process, as the 
process should be considered cyclical with learning- and feedback loops. Furthermore, the framework 
can be adapted according to internal, institutional structures that affect, e.g., when and how 
multidisciplinary teams are able to meet. 
Workshop participants made suggestions on elements to include and aspects to consider as part of the 
product design process (some of which are indicated in Fig. 4):  
▪ Include an assessment of gender division of rights and labor during social targeting and 
sampling. 
▪ Include an analysis of seed system and production system, as these can be critical for 
understanding preferences and needs and may represent potential bottlenecks for adoption and 
delivery. 
▪ Include climate modeling as part of the foresight analysis.  
▪ Applying the tools to existing and novel product profiles. The above process and the G+ tools 




on an existing or novel product profile. In case of the former, the cross-functional team may 
make suggestions on how to refine or adjust the already existing product profile, based on the 
analyses performed.  
▪ Considering the fluidity and plurality of market-leading varieties, including the role of 
landraces. It was recognized that what constitutes the market-leading variety may in fact be 
several varieties and that these are dynamic and may be subject to change. Furthermore, each 
target segments might have different market-leading varieties. Thus, it is necessary to have a 
continuous dialogue going back-and-forth between the market and breeding team. Importantly, 
in many cases, the market-leading variety will constitute a landrace. Commonly, little is known 
about what makes landraces so successful, though it is believed to partly reflect their intra-
varietal diversity. Consequently, an improved understanding of landraces and their intra-varietal 
diversity may be beneficial for market analysis.  
▪ Including qualitative and quantitative assessments of how stakeholders rank and assess traits. 
The ways in which communities and people rank and assess traits may differ substantially from 
the ways in which ‘experts’ rank and assess traits, which may require additional qualitative and 
quantitative assessments at the individual and community-level.      
▪ Importance of including NARS partners. The strategic importance of including NARS partners 
was highlighted, such as with respect to scaling, dissemination, capacity-building, and donor 
engagement and resource mobilization (as several donors promote the need to enhance 
national capacity strengthening).  
▪ Governance issues. There is a need to address governance issues, including getting buy-in from 
regulatory authorizes, seed release committees, and ministries, making it important to invite 
such actors to workshops and product development meetings.  
3.4.1.3 Vivian Polar: “The Workplan” 
Based on ideas that had emerged during the workshop, Polar presented a draft pilot project timeline 
(Fig. 5). Some of the key events included an Evaluation & Learning workshop which is expected to be 
held in Nairobi in September 2020, while the final report – which is to present a single, standardized 
operating procedure for the G+ tools that can be applied across contexts and crops, as well as 
dissemination material – will be presented at the EiB Contributor Meeting in Amsterdam November 
2020. Taking the timeline into consideration, each of the teams identified and prioritized achievable 
tasks and outcomes, using the RACI template to identify the ‘Responsible’, ‘Accountable’, ‘Consulted’ 





Figure 5. Overall project timeline. Note that the timeline will later be updated to reflect the timelines 
and milestones of each of the pilot cases. 
3.4.2 Summary of the group work deliberations 
In the morning, the three groups provided a summary of their deliberations based on work conducted in 
the afternoon the day before: 
1. Beans group: The beans group shifted their attention to Uganda, looking in particular at cooking 
time. The team had mapped customers across the value chain and tried to relate the mapping 
exercise to variety preferences. They further highlighted the need to consider the breeding 
objectives, strategies, and policies at the national level as well as those of PABRA, as this will 
help inform which customer segments to target. The team identified potential areas of 
improvement of the tool, including missing elements in the SOP. 
2. Cassava group: The cassava group felt that the tools worked, though they found it challenging 
to determine what constitutes the segment. They were also concerned about the potential lack 
of adequate, high-quality information (and also knowing when evidence is considered ‘enough’), 
as there were few available resources to conduct additional studies. It was recognized that the 
application of the tools would become less time- and labor intensive with time. Importantly, the 
tools helped expose data gaps that may allow for targeted funding. Paul Demo noted a paradox, 
namely that very few donors – despite wanting to address the real needs of people – provide 
funding for the assessment of needs. Consequently, this should be flagged to donors at the 
institutional level.  
3. Sweetpotato group: The sweetpotato group had proceeded to gain a better understanding of 
what gender-related data was available in the data sets previously identified. They had also had 
a closer look at the product profiles developed by the breeders. The group chose to incorporate 
gender roles and responsibilities during the customer mapping, emphasizing the importance of 
doing proper segmentation. Indeed, in order to develop a well-designed product, one needs to 
have a clear idea of who the customer is and what their needs and preferences are.  
Participants were also asked to answer the question What does success of piloting the G+ tools look like? 





Figure 6. Mind map summarizing the key points addressed by workshop participants when answering 
the question ‘What does success of piloting the G+ tools look like? The answers were divided into one 
of three main categories: outcomes, outputs, and longer-term outcomes.   
In the morning and afternoon of the final day, the working groups worked on the timeline/RACI 
template which was superimposed on the overall pilot project timeline (Fig. 5). Midway through, there 
was a five minutes deliberation by each group on how far they had gotten in filling in the RACI timeline 
template. Each group shared their draft working plans with the other groups in order to draw from each 
other and to create a more standardized process/protocol.  
At the end of the workshop, participants were asked to fill out an evaluation form (Annex 8.8), as well as 
provide feedback on the following: (i) What was most useful to you?, (ii) What do we need to do to 
ensure adoption of the G+ tools into breeding programs?, and (iii) Other suggestions and feedback 
(Annex 8.7). Among the most useful aspects of the workshop were clarifying key concepts (e.g., 
‘product’ and ‘customer’), unpacking stage 0, and exploring the use of the G+ tools in practice and in 
multidisciplinary teams. In order to ensure the adoption of the G+ tools into breeding programs, it was 
considered important to render the tools and the SOP easy-to-grasp and applicable, with proven case 
studies; train and target national programs; interact with and get buy-in from key stakeholders (e.g., 
program managers, crop breeders, and regulators); and to create awareness of the tools in and beyond 
the CGIAR.  
During the course of the workshop, participants were also asked to write down ideas and suggestions 
relating to either the G+ tools, the EiB process, or the AbacusBio surveys. The results of this can be seen 




4. Key Comments and Learning Lessons 
This section summaries the key comments and learning lessons, including potential rooms for 
improvement:  
▪ Identify available and missing data. Employing the G+ tools require the identification of 
available data sources and potential information gaps that need to be filled in order to carry out 
the G+ analysis.  
▪ The EiB and GBI tools and frameworks are flexible and dynamic. Changes to the EiB and GBI 
tools and frameworks are expected to be made based on comments and feedback gathered 
over the course of the pilot project. Furthermore, the frameworks will have a degree of built-in 
flexibility so that breeding programs can adapt them to suit their respective breeding objectives, 
the national (policy) context in which they work, donor requirements, and so forth. For instance, 
‘variables’ and ‘themes’ can be added to and/or removed from the ‘customer mapping’ and 
‘customer segment evidence table’ (of the G+ Customer Profile Tool) and the ‘gender gap 
analysis template’ (of the G+ Product Profile Tool), respectively.  
▪ Understanding the product profile as a dynamic and living document. Related to the point 
above, product profiles should be understood as ‘living’ and dynamic documents that are open 
to changes and refinements (also after having been submitted), such as recommendations that 
arise from use of the G+ tools. Consequently, the process of applying the G+ tools is the same 
regardless of whether the product profile is novel or has already been submitted. Using the 
tools, the working groups identified information gaps and noted that critical gender-related 
traits were missing in the existing product profiles. This information will be conveyed back to the 
cross-functional teams for discussion and consensus-building, and for potential implementation 
in the refinement of the product profiles.  
▪ All traits are to be assessed using the G+ Product Profile Tool. All traits are to be analyzed using 
the G+ Product Profile Tool, including the ‘must-have’, ‘nice-to-have’, and ‘value-added’ traits of 
novel or existing product profiles, along with other traits or characteristics that have been 
identified during the G+ analysis. One needs to remember that most traits are likely to have 
some implications on gender, not just commonly perceived ‘gender traits’. 
▪ Incorporating information about gendered divisions of rights and labor in the G+ Customer 
Profile Tool. The participants considered it relevant to include information about gendered 
division of rights and labor in the G+ Customer Profile Tool so that they are made part of the 
decision matrix.  
▪ Unpacking and understanding the stage-gate process, and stage 0 in particular, as cyclical, 
with learning- and feedback loops. Such an understanding required the ‘unpacking’ of stage 0, 
which further helped reveal how the GBI and the EiB frameworks and tools fit together.  
▪ Applying results of the G+ analysis throughout the stage-gate process. For instance, results 
from the G+ Customer Profile Tool can also be important in informing the release and delivery of 
varieties, such as by knowing in which segments the improved varieties have the most chance of 
being successfully adopted by end-users.  
▪ Clarifying what the ‘product’ is and who the ‘customer’ is. The G+ Customer Profile Tool 
addresses the end-product of interest of the final end-user, while the G+ Product Profile Tool 
addresses the breeding product of the breeding pipeline (that may build on the analysis of the 




▪ The need to include foresight analysis when data are available. Breeding is a long-term and 
resource-intensive process. Consequently, foresight analysis that takes into considerations 
changes in markets, production systems, socioeconomic/demographics, and the climate and 
environment should be included when data are available. Such an analysis could be 
implemented at the customer mapping stage. This can among others help inform pre-breeding 
strategies. However, in cases where such data are not available, one should not wait to employ 
the G+ tools.  
▪ Developing an accountability mechanism to ensure implementation of the G+ tools across the 
stage-gate process.  
▪ Considering technical and economic feasibility of breeding. When evaluating the potential of 
incorporating gender-related traits, one needs to take the technical and economic feasibility of 
the breeding requirements into account (e.g., the availability of germplasm, heritability of traits 
and negative genetic correlations, as well as a cost/benefit analysis of the breeding investment). 
This point further underlines the importance of having cross-functional design teams. 
▪ Translating quality characteristics into ‘breed-able’ traits. Many characteristics of importance 
to customers of breeding program relate to food quality and processing, for which the genetic 
and physiological underpinnings may be poorly understood. Thus, there is a need to invest in 
research to translate such qualities into ‘breed-able’ traits. Cross-functional teams dealing with 
poorly understood characteristics may want to include a note of this in the product profile, 
stating the intention of investigating such aspects during subsequent testing stages.   
▪ Involving key stakeholders in the piloting and implementation of the tools to facilitate buy-in, 
including during stages of customer and product mapping. This should include the NARS, 
governmental representatives, and regulatory authorities (e.g. members of variety release 
committees). This may facilitate buy-in from management, government and regulators and help 
ensure successful variety release by meeting minimum standards for commercial release. For 
instance, it is important to inform variety release committees of new gender-related criteria.  
▪ Building and harnessing a community of practice, including linking up to the GENDER Platform, 
where actors from the CGIAR, national partners and beyond come together to share 
experiences, practices, and resources. 
▪ Training the ‘next generation’ of gender responsive breeding teams. There is a need to train 
young scientists from both the social and biophysical sciences in how to carry out gender 
responsive breeding, including training and information on employing the G+ tools and similar 
frameworks. Creating linkages to the GREAT course could represent one such measure.  
5. Way Forward 
The planning phase conducted in the workshop sets a landmark for the G+ tools piloting process. The 
three teams involved will carry out a series of activities to aggregate and consolidate data to pilot the 
tools and contribute to the development of gender-responsive product profiles. However, the most 
important contribution of the piloting process goes beyond the specific product profiles. The piloting 
process will contribute to a formal and practical incorporation of gender considerations in EiB’s product 
profile development process. 
As outlined in the project workplan (Fig. 5), the next key moments in the pilot project include: a) the 




Workshop (or interactive space) in September 2020, and c) sharing of final results during the EiB 
Contributor Meeting in November 2020.  The result of the piloting process will be compiled into the final 
project report, which will be presented for the wider breeding community at the EiB Contributor 
Meeting.   
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8. ANNEXES  
8.1 Glossary 
Breeding priorities: Set of attributes/criteria to be considered during the breeding process, in view of 
existing knowledge, experience, and germplasm. For each attribute, a quantified description of the 
desired outcome (maximization or minimization, specific level—to be reached and maintained, 
opportunity) and a rank or priority are assigned (the lowest rank being assigned to the trait where the 
most effort will be put to deliver the desired outcome) (Ragot et al., 2018). 
Breeding Product: An animal breed or crop variety developed by a breeding program and made 
available through official channels for use by growers. Note: Although the term ‘breeding product’ is 
often abbreviated simply as ‘product’ in EiB and GBI documents, this term needs to be clearly 
distinguished from the use of ‘product’ to refer to derivatives of a crop variety or animal breed, e.g. flour 
from a root crop or milk from an animal (GBI, 2018) 
Cross-functional design team: The design team in the product replacement strategy group should be 
composed of downstream, market oriented subject matter experts (following the RACI template). This 
represents a new means of product design in the CGIAR and NARS network, intended to improve 
breeding program output by incorporating demand-driven planning. Cross-functional teams provide 
subject matter expertise and data driven insight into the development of a forward-looking product 
design (Mashonganyika, 2018).  
Customer Profile: A set of demographic, behavioral, and geographic attributes, associated with a target 
segment (Orr et al., 2018). 
Customer Segment: A group of the breeding program’s customers (users) who have both a common set 
of constraints and a common unique need (demand) for a breeding program product (GBI, 2018).  
Customer: A user of a variety developed by a breeding program; typically a farmer who grows the 
variety. This is distinct from the user of products derived from the variety (GBI, 2018). 
End-use consumers or end-consumers: Individuals or organizations that use products for food, feed, 
energy, or other purposes. In some cases, growers can also be end-use consumers (Ragot et al., 2018) 
G+ Customer Profile: A set of demographic, behavioral, and geographic attributes with a gender 




G+ Product Profile: A product profile with additionally and specifically with a gender dimension (GBI, 
2018). 
Gender-responsive customer profile: Describes the demographic, behavioral and geographical 
attributes of a target segment, taking gender into account to define common needs, opportunities and 
constraints, and their demands for use of actual or future breeding products (Ashby et al., 2018). 
Gender-responsive product profile: A set of targeted, heritable traits that a new crop variety or animal 
breed must have to satisfy an economically or culturally important customer demand (Ashby et al., 
2018). 
Growers: Individuals or organizatoins who grow plants or raise naimals with the aim of harvesting or 
collecitng one or more specific proudcts (grain, whole plant, tubers, milk, meat, whool, etc.) (Ragot et 
al., 2018). 
Market segment: A geographic area or a group of people having a relatively homogeneous demand for a 
commodity (Ragot et al., 2018). 
Product chain actors or processors: Individuals or organizations that take products harvested or 
collected by growers, possible transform them (although not necessairly), and provide them to end-use 
consumers. In some cases, growers can also be product chain actors (Ragot et al., 2018). 
Product Profile: Set of attributes/criteria to be considered during the breeding process, in view of 
existing knowledge, experience, and germplasm. For each attribute, a quantified description of the 
desired outcome (maximization or minimization, specific level—to be reached and maintained, 
opportunity) and a rank or priority are assigned (the lowest rank being assigned to the trait where the 
most effort will be put to deliver the desired outcome) (Ragot et al., 2018). 
Profiling: Creating a G+ Customer Profile provides the breeding program with key information about the 
market segment(s) that the program has targeted as its potential customers (Polar, 2019). 
RACI: The cross-functional product design team involved in creating a product profile contract to replace 
a variety is guided by the RACI format of working. A RACI chart is a matrix of all the activities or decision 
making authorities undertaken in an organization set against all the people or roles The RACI chart 
informs on who amongst the design team is responsible, accountable, must be consulted, and must be 
informed (Mashonganyika, 2018). 
Segmentation: Identifies the different customer segments for the breeding program. Segmentation 
divides the market (customers) into separate parts based on numbers, geographic location, socio-
economic characteristics, trait preferences, and the reasons for these preferences. In consumer 





Stage-gate: A project management technique in which an initiative or project (e.g., new product 
development, software development, process improvement, business change) is divided into distinct 
stages or phases, separated by decision points (Orr et al., 2018). 
 
Figure 7. The stage-gate process. Figure borrowed from Tawanda Mashonganyika’s 
presentation. 
Target beneficiary: Anyone who is selected to derive a material benefit from a breeding program 
according to that program’s goals (Orr et al., 2018). 
Target Segment: A market segment selected to be the customers of a breeding program. A target 
segment may be male, female, or mixed male and female depending on the importance of gender 
differences for segmentation (Orr et al., 2018). 
Targeting: Identifies the customer segments that are most relevant for the program. This depends on 
the objective and resources of the breeding program, the feasibility of the breeding required, and the 







KNOWLEDGHE SHARING WORKSHOP ON 
GENDER AND PRODUCT PROFILE DEVELOPMENT  
3 March 2020, Nairobi, Kenya 
Workshop Objectives 
1. Share experiences from different teams working on integration of gender in breeding processes 
and/or priority setting 
2. Explore and review novel findings, tools and approaches  
3. Stimulate cross-learning and feedback to researchers presenting novel findings, tools and 
approaches. 
4. Identify potential for complementarity and collaboration 
 
Time Activity Responsible person 
Tuesday 3rd  March 2020 
8.30 – 9.00  Participant registration   
9:00 – 9.45  
 
 
Official opening GENDER Platform  
EiB Platform 
Workshop objectives/ outputs and process. 
Presentation dynamics 
Facilitator 
Looking into the Future: 
• Why gender is important for Breeding  
Vivian and Tawanda 
9.45– 10.15  The EiB Product Profile Framework EiB 
10.15 – 10.45  General discussion (question and answer) 
• What could we do different to incorporate gender 
relevant information in the product profile 
development process? 
Facilitator 
10.45 – 11.15 TEA BREAK   
11.15 – 12.15 Gathering customer information two cases with AbacusBio 
• Sweetpotato case 





12.15 – 12.30  General discussion (question and answer) Facilitator 
12.30 – 13.30 LUNCH  
13.30 – 14.00 Why gender? “The dancing varieties icebreaker” Facilitator /V. Polar 
14.00 – 14.30 The G+ Tools for gender responsive product profile 
development 
V. Polar 
14.30 – 14.45 QA session  
14.45 – 15.30 Plenary discussion – The stage-gate process: Where is gender 
in the picture? 
Analyze the stage gate process and the product profile 
template and identify the entry points for gender relevant 
information and decisions to be made 
Facilitator 
15.30 – 15.45 TEA BREAK  
15:45 – 16.15 What does it mean to validate tools (SOP) V. Polar 




WORKSHOP ON PILOTING TOOLS FOR 
GENDER RESPONSIVE PRODUCT PROFILE DEVELOPMENT 
4-6 March 2020, Nairobi, Kenya 
Workshop Objectives 
1. Achieve a common understanding of what the piloting process implies  
2. Adjust the Standard Operating Procedure SOP to pilot the G+ tools for gender responsive 
breeding 
3. Generate workplans for at least two pilot cases (Cassava and Beans) 
 
Time Activity Responsible person 
Wednesday 4th March 2020 
8.30 – 9.00 Recap Knowledge sharing workshop 
Process clarification 
Facilitator 
9.00 – 10.00 What about the pilot cases? 
Present Cassava case; what evidence is available? What specific 




10.00 – 11.00 Presentation of the Beans case E. Nchanji 
11.00 – 11.15 TEA BREAK  
11.15 – 11.45 Presentation of Sweetpotato case S. Mayanja 
11.45 – 12.30 Diversity Icebreaker  
Reflections on team engagement 
Groupwork 
13.00 – 14.00 LUNCH  
14.00 – 14.15 What does it mean to pilot the tools? V. Polar 





16:00 – 16.30 TEA BREAK  
16.30 – 17:00 Group presentation Facilitator 
Thursday 5th March 2020 
9.00 – 9.20 Review steps of the G+ Customer Profile  
Build a planning matrix (What is Needed, What is Available, To Do) 
V. Polar 
9.20 – 10.30 Groupwork on 
Build planning matrix for G+Customer Profile Tool 
Segmenting with a gender dimension 
• End product mapping (See figure 3, Pg4) 
• Customer Mapping (See figure 5, Pg 7  
• Evidence table  
Targeting with a gender dimension 
• Reference objectives of the breeding program (define 
target segments) 
Profiling with a gender dimension 
• Identify product preferences 
Facilitator  
10.30 – 10.45 TEA BREAK  
10.45 – 12.00 Groupwork continuation  
12.00 – 12.30 Progress check plenary presentation and feedback  




Time Activity Responsible person 
13.00 – 14.00 LUNCH  
14.00 – 14.20 Review steps of the G+ Product Profile  
Build a planning matrix (What is Needed, What is Available, To Do) 
V. Polar 
14.20 – 15.30 Groupwork on 
Build planning matrix for G+Product Profile Tool 
• Identify must have and good to have traits (EiB template) 
• Review gender gap analysis for the traits 
• Review gender differentiated prefferences (Cross ref. with 
G+ CP Step 5) 
• Apply final template 
Facilitator  
15.30 TEA BREAK  
15.30 – 16.00 Groupwork continuation  
16.00 – 16.30 Progress check plenary presentation and feedback  
16.30 – 17.00 Wrap up planning matrix for G+ Product Profile  
Time Activity Responsible person 
Friday 6th March 2020 
9.00 – 9.20 Presentation 
• How to identify critical information and prioritize activities? 
• What are the key outputs of the piloting exercise to include 
in the workplans? 
 
V. Polar 
9.20 – 10.30 Groupwork 
Prioritize workplan with details of responsibility  
Include key outputs in the piloting exercise 
Groupwork 
10.45 – 11.00 TEA BREAK  
11.00 – 12.30 Groupwork - take action to generate change: 
What evidence is needed to convince breeding programs that the 
tools are useful and for CGIAR breeding teams to take them up?  
Facilitator  
12.30 – 13.00 Include elements from brainstroming in the workplans  
13.00 – 14.00 LUNCH  
14.00 – 15.00 Present work plans  
Adjustments to standardize across cases 
Facilitator 
15.00 – 16.00 Optimal collaboration and cross linkages 
 
 
16.00 – 16.15 Close Workshop EiB 











8.3 List of participants 
Name  Email Organization  Position 
Lennin Musundire l.musundire@cgiar.org EiB NARs Optimization 
Specialist 




mwincastermutuli@yahoo.com KALRO Research Assistant 
Eva Weltzien eva.weltzien@cgair.org University of Wisconsin Honorary Research 
Fellow 
Ireti Balogun ibalogun@abascusbio.co.nz AbacusBio Limited PhD Candidate 
Eileen Nchanji e.nchanji@cgiar.org Alliance-CIAT Bioversity Gender Specialist 
Ida Arff Tarjem Ida.arff.tarjem@nmbu.no NMBU PhD Candidate 
Godwill Makunde g.makunda@cgair.org CIP Sweetpotato 
breeder 
Steven Cole s.cole@cgiar.org IITA Senior Scientist 
Elizabeth Parkes e.parkes@cgair.org IITA Cassava breeder 
Sarah Mayanja s.mayanja@cgiar.org CIP Social Scientist 
Bela Willem Elizabeth 
Teeken 
b.teeken@cgiar.org IITA Social Scientist 
Rachel Gitundu r.gitundu@cgiar.org ICRISAT Gender Intern 




T.MASHONGANYIKA@cgiar.org EiB Product Manager  
Rahma Adam R.Adam@cgiar.org CIMMYT Gender and 
Development 
Specialist 
Mary Kanui M.Kanui@irri.org IRRI Postdoctoral Fellow 
- Gender and Youth 





8.4 First Day Brainstorm  
1. How do we best promote the G+ tools into breeding programs? of which some key aspects 
included: 
▪ Multidisciplinary efforts and stakeholder workshops, including the need to engage 
senior breeders from the beginning of process 
▪ Harmonizing the G+ tools with other existing tools 
▪ Formulate recommendations on how best to use available data 
▪ Create and disseminate assessment reports (including lessons learnt), policy briefs, and 
capacity-building material based on the pilot case studies 
▪ Link the G+ tools with training courses, such as GREAT 




▪ Ensure that the tools and ideas of the GBI are aligned with national policies and 
priorities 
▪ Create incentives for employing the G+ tools 
2. How do we package the information for supporters to implement? of which some key issues 
identified were: 
▪ The need to determine who uses the tools and in what contexts 
▪ Adjust the tools so that they are easy and practical to use, also when applied to existing 
data and product profiles 
▪ To present the tools in a quantitative format with support or benchmarks for each 
specific variety  
 
8.5 Half-Time Health Check 
What do we need to do to ensure the success of the workshop? 
1. Focus  
2. Interactive session  
3. Clarity  
4. State the tasks in clear steps 
5. Enhanced clarity and simplicity  
6. Workplan developed in good discussion  
7. More interactions and clarity  
8. More guidance on the work planning process  
9. More direction on task  
10. Clarity on who are the end users/ consumers of product profiles 
What we need to do to ensure the uptake of G+ tools in EIB and breeding programmes is:  
1. Clear articulation of the G+ processes  
2. Clarify the use of the word “product’ in the description of the tool  
3. Consultative approach involving all stakeholders in respective industries 
4. A good approach/ process to ensure integration/ uptake  
5. Align with breeding priorities and trends in different institutions  
6. Involve more breeders 
7. Clarify/ differentiate / unify ‘ product profile’ definitions  
8. Make G+ tools mandatory in EiB. Without evidence no product advancement  
9. More outputs and maximizing networks and relationships  
10. Show how G= tools fit in with existing similar initiatives  
11. More interactions with breeders  
12. Provide more details on procedures  
13. Provide clear advantages of the tools to breeding programmes  




15. Get people to understand and Appreciate the tools; this action will have stakeholders to commit 
and likely become advocates for those tools.  
8.6 What does success of piloting the G+ tools look like?  
Outputs: 
1. A common understanding of each component of the tools  
2. Having an inter-disciplinary committee team set up with specific roles  
3. Clear and concise next steps  
4. More integration and building of stronger teams  
5. Understanding the use of G+ tools and identifying key stakeholders for variety of product 
development  
6. A better understanding of the stage zero and integrating of the G+ tools effectively  
7. Clarity and agreement on the process and use of the tools – how exactly do you apply the tools 
– what does each section mean and how or what is the purpose.  
8. Understanding that it is not about male or female preferred traits but about traits preferred by 
different groups that carry out specific work related to the crop. These groups are often 
gendered.  
9. Building a multi-disciplinary cross-functional / breeding team  
10. Refining of product profiles by centres piloting the tools  
11. The incorporation of gender in the whole breeding process not only as an annex at the end  
 
Outcomes: 
1. A change in breeding procedures 
2. Created a common understanding and language across disciplines on how to better facilitate 
gender- responsive breeding in practice  
3. Organizational structures respond to and incorporate the voices of women and men in decision 
making  
4. Gender considerations are a key component in decision making at the very beginning of the 
breeding process 
5. Learnt the importance of considering traits with a gender dimension when breeding for a product  
6. Gender concerns are being incorporated in breeding objectives and trait selection  
7. EIB stage 0 is separated into phases/ steps with gender components – contributions  
8. Adoption and use of tool by CGIAR and NARS teams in Different countries  
9. Adoption of technologies  
10. Data/ evidence on different customer segments – linked to a bundle tf traits in piloted countries  
11. Availability of evidence to influence breeding targets 
12. Availability of gender responsive breeding data  
13. Data, information, results on gender roles, norms, inequities are documented and linked to stage 0 
process  
14. Case studies on the use of G+ tools are shared and published 




16. Addressed market demand and need  
17. Getting the product profile spot on  
18. Consistent with breeding objectives and national goals  
19. Seen importance of engaging NARS and convincing them of the importance of including Gender 
sensitive traits in a product  
 
Longer term outcomes: 
1. Leads to a product release  
2. Changes to the product profiles were made based on gender insights 
3. Gender responsive varieties released 
4. Released varieties benefit women and men and do them no harm  
5. Having distinct gender traits being bred for in a breeding programme   
6. Customers: increased adoption of breeds by men and women 
7. Rise in the uptake of the product profile by target market  
 
8.7 Suggestions for the platforms  
Participants were asked to write down suggestions for improvements of the G+ tools and the EiB 
process and format.  
The G+ tools: 
1. Segmenting of G+ profile to go beyond environment to production systems, evolution and 
prediction  
2. Does the G+ customer profile include insights/ data on gender roles / underlying causes of 
inequality between women and men / gender norms 
3. HH (men) may not adopt varieties if they do not meet the threshold required by women  
4. Use language that clearly identifies between the mapping of the uses (products) of each crop 
(Product mapping) and developing a varietal breeding ‘product’ profile  
5. Clarify: Varietal product profile is not the consumer product (uses)  
6. Review evidence table to include expected changes (how do we transform people’s lives?)  
7. Step 1 (review) product mapping (uses of the crop) – technology 
EiB 
1. Stage gate Zero should probably be structured 0.1, 0.2, 0.3  









8.8 Evaluations forms 
Please rate the following attributes using the scale:  
1- strongly agree, 2 - agree, 3 – Neither agree nor disagree, 4- disagree 5- strongly disagree  
#  1 2 3 4 5 
1 The workshops met my expectations 9 6    
2 I have a strong understanding of how the G+ tools can be integrated into breeding 
programs, in particular Excellence in Breeding   
7 6 2   
3 It was really helpful to hear about the recently launched Gender Platform and I will 
sign up  
9 4 2   
4 The initial presentations on EIB, AbacusBio and G+ tools were informative and clear.  7 7 1   
5 It was very helpful to hear the three pilot studies on cassava, sweetpotato and beans in 
detail 
9 5    
6 The general discussions in the first sessions on Tuesday afternoon on understanding 
product mapping were useful and provided important insights  
7 6 1 1  
7 Vivian’s Presentation giving structure to then working on the Customer profile on 
Thursday morning was really helpful in assisting us to focus.  
9 6    
8 Working through the product profile tool on Thursday afternoon clarified how it will 
inform breeding pipelines and choices.   
9 6    
9 I am clear how to identify critical information and prioritize activities    7 7 1   
10 I am clear on the expected key outputs of a piloting exercise  7 7    
11 I am confident we will be able to convince breeding programs to adopt G+ tools  4 6 4 1  
12 I am clear about what I personally need to do to promote G+ tools in breeding 
programs.  
6 8 1   
13 I raised all the issues and questions I needed to understand the G+ tools and 
approaches and how they integrate with EIB and other breeding program processes. 
6 8  1  
14 I have given all the feedback I have to Vivian on how to adapt the tools to optimize the 
likelihood of uptake into breeding programs   
3 7 4 1  
 
1 - Very Satisfied, 2– Satisfied, 3 - Somewhat satisfied, 4- Dissatisfied, 5- Very dissatisfied 
4 C: Facilities and events  
 Items 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Workshop facilitation  15     
2 Workshop Venue 14 1    
3 Accommodation and food   13 2    







When answering the question What was most useful to you?, some of the key aspects included: 
▪ Clarifying key concepts such as the ‘product profile’, ‘product’, and ‘customer’ 
▪ Identifying available and missing data  
▪ The exercise of unpacking stage 0 to see how the EiB and GBI framework fit together 
▪ Exploring the use of the G+ tools in practice and the subsequent discussions among the teams 
▪ Working in cross-functional or multidisciplinary teams 
▪ Including elements from in-depth gender analysis into the G+ Customer Profile Tool 
When answering the question What do we need to do to ensure adoption of the G+ tools into breeding 
programs?, some of the key aspects included: 
▪ Simplify the tools and SOP so that they are easy to grasp and applicable by all members of the 
cross-functional team 
▪ Adopt a clear process and structure on collecting necessary information to validate the tools 
▪ Publish cases on how the G+ tools can improve the breeding program – provide ‘proof-of-
concept’ 
▪ Target and train national programs as well 
▪ Interact with stakeholders from across the value chain 
▪ Evidence-based research and information should work as selling points 
▪ Build strong alliances with, and get buy-in from, key stakeholders (including breeders and 
policymakers) 
▪ Have breeders themselves promote the G+ tools 
▪ Create awareness of the tools beyond CGIAR 
▪ Creating an online toolbox 
▪ Sensitize program managers on the importance of team responsibility for defining priorities  
With respect to other suggestions and feedback, some key aspects included: 
▪ The need to create a space for specific feedback to the G+ tools and the SOP  
▪ Allow more time to develop the workplans 
▪ Include a plan for resource mobilization and budgeting to ensure that deliverables are met 
▪ Create more awareness about the importance of the GBI and the GENDER platform  
▪ Influential team members should be engaged in using and promoting the tools 
▪ There is a need for more workshops and training on the G+ tools, as well as sharing of training 
material 
▪ The workshop helped participants conceptualize the tools and some felt confident in their ability 
to develop gender responsive product profiles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
